Data and Methods
To investigate these questions, I drew on two representa- 5Although the CNEP data also included an item tapping the frequency of disagreement with the discussant f/they had talked about politics, because the discussant generator asked for "impor? tant matters" discussants, respondents were not asked this ques? tion about a large proportion of the discussants who did not claim to talk politics. In order to avoid losing a large proportion of re? spondents due to missing data, I did not include this measure in the operationalization of cross-cutting exposure for the CNEP sample.
6If a respondent in the Spencer survey was unable to name a politi? cal discussant, they were then asked about an "important matters" discussant. ance facilitates the effects of cross-cutting exposure.
Findings
Using both the CNEP and Spencer surveys, Table 1 Table 5 illustrates the effects of ambivalence and cross-cutting ex?
posure on intent to vote. These coefficients can be compared with the same equation in column 2 when an inter? action between conflict avoidance and cross-cutting exposure is included along with the main effects of both. Two things pertaining to the additional impact of crosscutting exposure among the conflict avoidant should be noted in the second column of Table 5 . First, there is a sizable negative influence from cross-cutting exposure among the conflict-avoidant, just as the social ac? countability mechanism would predict. Second, the size of the coefficient for cross-cutting exposure diminishes to 13The conflict avoidance measure is based on an index of four ques? tions (see Appendix A), which was dichotomized at the median into a measure of low (0) and high (1) levels of conflict avoidance. vate, as is the act of voting, as opposed to more public types of political acts. One might think that interper? sonal social forces (as opposed to cognitive factors) would be relatively benign when considering private acts, but this does not appear to be the case in these results, nor has it been so in previous studies. Likewise, in Table   5 , social accountability appears to matter for intent to vote as well as for more public acts. Previous studies of the effects of social context on voting behavior have similarly suggested that social context influences both indi? vidual and social forms of participation. As Kenny (1992) has suggested, this is probably because the events leading up to the participation are socially structured even when the act itself is performed in isolation.
On the other hand, when asking someone z/they voted, whether in surveys or day-to-day life, this is most often followed by the obvious question of for whom they 
